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claimed by Thothmes (Tuthmosis) I in an inscription dated in the
second year of his reign; and, since he does not expressly claim to have
won this dominion for himself, it is possible that he may have inherited
it from one of his predecessors. While it is held to be improbable that
any permanent lodgement in Asia, any farther north than Palestine,
had been made by the cautious founder of the Eighteenth Dynasty,
Amosis, there is no evidence to disprove, though there is also none to
prove, that the ascendancy over the whole of Syria up to the Euphrates,
which Thothmes I claims to be exercising, was achieved by Amosis'
immediate successor and Thothmes Fs immediate predecessor Amen-
hotep (Amenophis) I.1 If we take Thothmes Fs claim at its face value,
and if we adopt Wilson's datings of these reigns2 (and his datings were
among the lowest estimates current at the time of writing), we can take
it as certain that Mursilis' Fs raid on Babylon cannot have been later
than Thothmes Fs accession in 1525 B.C., and possible that it was not
later than some date in the reign of Amenhotep I, who, according to
Wilson, was on the throne from 1545 to 1525 B.C. Mursilis Fs sack of
Babylon cannot have occurred after the establishment of a continuous
effective ascendancy over the north of Syria by the Eighteenth Dynasty
of Egypt, since, in this dynasty's records, there is no mention of that
historic Hittite campaign and indeed no mention of Mursilis I at all;
and, considering that Mursilis I not only sacked Babylon but claims to
have overthrown the Kingdom of Aleppo,3

'it is incredible that... when Egypt was in nominal control of Syria as far
as the Euphrates . . . the Egyptian inscriptions should fail to mention the
Hittites at a time when, under Mursilis I, the latter had conquered Syria
and Western Mesopotamia.*4

This would mean that, if Thothmes (Tuthmosis) I did in truth exercise
even a nominal control over Syria as far as the Euphrates, the lowest
correlation of our 210 years of Sumeric history with years B.C. that our
Eighteenth Dynasty Egyptiac chronological framework would allow
would be 1733-1524 B.C. (i.e. the 210 years immediately preceding
Thothmes Fs second regnal year according to Wilson's reckoning). It
would also mean that, as far as the evidence of Egyptiac history went,
we should not be entirely sure of our ground unless we dated our 210
years of South-West Asian history as high as 1755-1546 B.C. (i.e. the
210 years immediately preceding the accession of Amenhotep (Amen-
emmes) I, according to Wilson's reckoning).

There seemed, however, to be no warrant for taking Thothmes
(Tuthmosis) I's claim seriously enough to venture to use it confidently
as evidence for chronological purposes. The only piece of corroborative
evidence known to Western scholars in AJ>. 1952 was Thothmes
(Tuthmosis) Ill's statement, in his record of the campaign in the thirty-
third year of his own reign in which he reached the westward elbow of

1 See the discussion of this point in Drioton, E., and Yandier, J.: Ufigypte (Paris 1946,
Presses Universitaires de France), p. 381.

*  See Wilson, J. A.: The Burden of Egypt (Chicago 1951, University of Chicago Press),
p. vii.                                               3 See Smith, S.: Alalakh, pp. 12-13.

*  Albright, W. F,, in A$Ji.t vot xlvii, p. 492.
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